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Sir: 
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U'THORIZ VI ION TO DEBIT A( C Ol N'T 

It is belie\ed dial no extensions oi time or Sees, are required, beumd those that 
ma> otherwise be pro\ided for \u document aceompan} tne thn paper. lioweser. in the 
event that additional extensions, of time ate neec&sarj to allow consideration of this- paper, 
such extensions are hereb\ petitioned under 3" ( J\R. £ 1.136(a). and am fees required 
^including fees for net addition of claims) are hereby authorized to be charged to Hewlett- 
Packard Development Company's deposit account no. 08-2025. 
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L REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest is Hewlett-Packard Development Company. LP, a 
limited partnership established under the laws of the State of Texas and having a 
principal, place of business at 20555 STL 240 Houston, TX 77070. U.S.A. (hereinafter 
UPDO"). HPDC is a Texas limited partnership and is a wholi) -owned affiliate of 
Hewlett-Packard Company, a Delaware Corporation, headquartered in Palo Alto. CA. 
The general or managing partner of HPDC is HPQ Holdings, LLC. 

II. RELATED APPE ALS AND IV! LRKEREMTS 

Ihete aie no known teldted appeals ot mietteienees known to appellant, the 
appellant's legal lepiesentattse oi assignee thai will dneeih ailea oi be duett!} aliened 
b\ oi ha\e a K-anng on the \ppeal Boatd's deuMon m the pending appeal 

TIL STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1 - 20 stand finally rejected. The rejection of claims I - 20 is appealed. 

IV. STATUS OF .AMENDMENTS 

No amendments were made after recei pt of the Final Office Ac tion. All 
amendments have been entered, 

V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SI IUECT MATTER 

fix following prwudes a concise explanation of the sublet matter defined in 
each of the claims imohed in the appeal, referring to the specification b\ pace and line 
number and to the drawings b> reference characters, as required b\ 3~ t .f .R. 
■J 41 ,37{c)( \ ){\). 1 ach element of the claims ts identified h> a corresponding reference to 
the specification and drawings where applicable. Note that the citation to passages in the 
spec i ileal ion and drawings ioreaeh claim element does noi imph thai the limitations 
in>m the specification and drawings should be read into the corresponding claim element 
oi that these are tht sole sources in the specification supporting the claim features. 
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One embodiment is directed to vendor/customer support and management 
systems and in particular to improved usage of the Internet for collaborative remote 
support between a customer and a support representative of a vendor (see Field of the 
Invention). 

Claim 1 

A svstem !o{ seairelv exchanging information between sv stems computing: 
a requesting s\^tem (FIG. 1 . Customer Premises) coupled to the Internet irom 

which a user requests assistance from a support representative w herein said user utilizes a 

Web browser i08) client to request said as&i stance (p. 7. line 2°- p. 8. line 1 0); 

a support rcprcsentam e sv slum (FIG. 1 . Support Management Piemisesi coupled 

to the Internet irom which a support representative responds to the requesting user to 

provide assistance (p. 8. lines 10-25}: and 

a eollabotation server svstem (-100) coupled to the Internet and accessible to both 

said requesting svstem and said support representative svstem tbrrecetv ing a 

tequest from the user for assistance and for processing said request lot assistance wherein 

said collaboration server system includes (p 8. fines 10-25). 

a rendezvous sen ice (^1 02). responsive to receipt oj said request Jor 
assistance from the user, to initiate communications between the user and the 
support representative over the internet between said teque^ing svstem and said 
support representative svstem in ptc-vnee oi firewall protection cM 30* in said 
requesting system and in said support representative system (p. 7, lines 1-8; p, 8, 
lines 10-20); and 

an interaction sen, ice C'f04) for managing coutintted interaction between 
said support representative svstem and said requesting sv stent in presence of 
firewall protection (#132) in said requesting system and in said support 
representative system (p. "\ lines 1-8; p. 8. line^ 21-25). 
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Claim 2 

The system of ckum. ! wherein said rendezvous service includes: 
a support representative locator (#804) tor locating said support representative 
that is a user who responds to said request for assistance (p. 9, lines 10-1 7). 

Claim 1 1 

A collaboration server system <>100i for securely exchanging information 
between a requesting system ( FIG. 1 : Customer Premises.) and a support representative 
system ( FIG. .1 : Support/Management Premises), said collaboration server system 
comprising: 

a rendezvous service (#102). responsive to receipt of a request for assistance 
generated by a user of a Web browser client {#1 08) operating on said requesting system, 
to initiate communications via the Internet between said user and support personnel at 
said support representaihe system, said requesting system and said support representative 
system each having firewall protection (#130, 132: p. 8. lines 2-20); and 

an interaction service (#104) for managing continued communication between 
said support personnel and said user in presence of firewall protection at said requesting 
system and firewall protection at said support representative system {p. 8, lines 21-25). 

Claim 12 

1 he system of eiami 1 1 wherein ^asd tender oik sen ice include^ 
a support iepre>uitati\t Socatoi (-804) lor locating a support repie^entativs. that is 
a unci v\ho tesponds to said tequest for assistance tp 9, lines 10-17), 
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VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

Claims 1 •••• 20 are rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
USPN 6.052,53 1 (Waldin) in view of Microsoft Press, in Computer Dictionary 
{Microsoft Dictionary ). 
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VII. ARGUMENT 

1 ho icieLln>n ol claims 1 20 is impiopci and Vppheants l^pecituih ltqueM. 
reversal or these rejections. 

( he damn do not stand oi fall together Instead \ppheants piesem st. pat ate 
aigumeiUs foi vanotss independent and dependent claims 1 aeh ol these aigiiments i^ 
^patateh aigued bdow and psesented with ^pauue headings and -uh-lieading as 
tequired in ( 1 R ^ 41 ""*{c)f I )(\n) 

< Uim Rejections: 35 I tS( § 103 

Chums 1 20 aie tweeted undei S( ^ lU^a) as being unpatentable mei 
1 SP\ (j.052 tWaldni) in view oi Msuosolt Piess ni ( omputei Dsetionaiv 
{Mtuosott Dictionan ) Vpphcam tespcakilh ti iverses 

( he damn ueitc one oi moie dement.-, that ate not taught ut suggested m \\ uidtn 
m \ iev\ ot Mtuosoft Diumnan Some examples ate provided below 

Claim 1 

Independent dann 1 recites nnnteiotis icut ttioin that are not taught oi suggested 
in \\ aidm in view of Mieiosolt Diclionan 1 oi evample. Jasm I ieuk\s u j mphai>Ls 
added): 

i ieqnesting s^ >tem coupled to the Internet from which a user requests 
assistance from a support representative svheicm said user utilizes a Web 
browser client to request suit! assistance 

1 he < Mike Action ales. \\ aldin at col 4. lines 1 1 J tot teaching these 
t conations i his section is teptodnced below lot eonvenieiiee 

Referring to I ki. 1 , a \ irus protection software application 1 1 0 
which incorporate;? a number of virus detecting routines 112. and 
utilizes a number of data illes containing \ trus informaikm I 14, is 
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installed on a user's eomputer \ Because of the rate at which 
new viruses are created, it is desirable to update the \irus 
pioteetion snkware applications on the usetV computer irequenth. 
i hese updates could take place often us daih . or even moie 
trequenth U desired Generalh. these updated applications 1 10 
will include 011K small changes to iht data tiles 1 14. but 
sometimes laiger changes to the sir us detecting routines 1 j 2 will 
also be included. 

\owheie. for example, does ihis section oi Waldin teach or suggest that a user 
requests assistance from a ^uppoit representative 1 urther. nowhere docs this section of 
Waldin teach or suggest that a user utilizes a \\ eh browser client n> request the 
assistance. In fact, nowhere Jots Waldin even discuss brow >u's oi usces utilizing 
browsers to request assistance, 

hi response to Vpplicanfs argument, the Office '\ction contends that "Waldin 
discloses that a user's virus ptotection software is updated. An update is a icquest trom a 
user from a support repiesenmtise" tsee OA mailed 00 15 Ob u\ p. b). T-or seveiul reasons, 
Applicant lespectfuilv disagrees. 

Hrst. claim 1 recites that a user utilizes the \\ eh brow set to request assistance 
from a support representathe. \\ uldin is directed to distributing incremental patches to 
update \ irus protection software to user-. Nowhere does \\ aKlin teach ot suggest that a 
u,->er uses a web browsei to request "assistance trom a suppoit representative " The 
K\aminer is ignoring the human elements of a user and support representathe 
recited in the claims and supported in the specification. 

Second, claim 1 recites that a "user" uses the howser to make a request Jor 
assistance. Waldin does not mention am where that users make requests for assistance 
fiom a support icpie^eniatke B\ contrast, \\ aldin explicit!} teaches that a pro.Lnam on 
the user's computer retries update softwaie patches: "1 he updater ptograni 12b 
dt tet mines what patch tiles \22 are nece>sur\. retrieves them and apphe,-* them to the 
application to be updated 1 H>" fcol 4. hnes >8-4f>) A program is not a user. 

\s \et another example, claim 1 recites (emphasis added): 
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a support representative system coupled to the Internet from 
which a support representative responds to the requesting user to 
provide assistance. 

I he Utiles \etion cites W a! Jin at col 4, hues 1 7 24 lot teaching thesy 
recitations Hits section is reproduced bcSovs tot convenience. 

Each ii me an updated software application 1 10 is produced by 
l he virus protection software publisher, the updated form of the 
software application constitutes a new version, i he software 
publisher uses an incremental update builder. Mich as hinun patch 
file builder 120. to produce at least one incremental update, such as 
hinar> patch file 122, which can transform a previous \ersioo of 
the software application to the current \ersion. 

Nowhere, for evample. does this section of \\ aldin teach or surest that the 
support representative stent responds to the requesting user to provide assistance. As 
noted above, the user in V\ aldin does not make a request, instead, an updater program in 
the user\-« computer determines \\ hat patch files are nece^san and retries es them {see col. 
4. lines 3S-4U). So. a '"user"' never makes a request in Waldin. further, claim I recites that 
the user requests "assistance." Requests for assistance are not taught or suggested in 
W'aldtn. Instead. \\ ahlin teaches methods and apparatus for distributing soitware update 
patches. 

As stil! vet. another example, claim 1 recites {emphasis added): 

a collaboration server ^v start ... for receding » request from 
the user for assistance and for processing said request for 
assistance. 
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Ihe Office '\otion cites V\ aldin at col. 8. lines 2$ 57 lor teaching these 
recitations. Applicant scrutinized this section. Nowhere does this section teach or suggest 
that the collaboration server s> stem is for receh ing a request from a user for assistance 
and for processing the request for assistance 1 his section of \\ aldin docs no! even 
mention re<.ei\ ing requests for assistance from users in \\ aldsn, requests for assistance 
arc never made instead. Waldin teaches that an updafer program m iht user's computer 
determines what patch files are neeessar\ and retries es them (see col 4, lines >8-40j. 

In response to Applicant's argument, the Office Action contends that aldin 
discloses the rcprcsenSattve sends the update (column 4 hnes 35-40)." h)i* seveial 
reasons. Applicant respectfuil> disagrees. Fust, column. 4. lines ?5-4o of Waldin teach 
ihat an updater pioginm in the user's computer determines what pinch files are neeessan 
and retrieves them. \oUlC that this section of \\ akhn does not leach or suggest recen ing 
a "request from the user for a>sistanct " Instead, a program in the usef "s computer 
retrieves patch files from a senei {"1 he binar> patch files 122 are stored on an update 
data source 124 (a ser\er* which makes the patch Hies available to an updater program 
126." Sec col. 4. lines ^5-?8V 

For at least these reasons, claim 1 is allowable oxer Waidiu in \iew of Microsoft 
Dictionarv. The dependent claims ate allowable Jor at least the reasons given hi 
connection with claim I , 

As \ei another example, claim I lecites communications between the u^ei and the 
support representative "in pre-coxe of firewall protection in said requesting s\stem and in 
said support reptescntame s\stem." VS aldin does not trven mention tut, walls. 

h)f at least these seasons, claim 1 is. allowable over \\ aldin in v iew of Microsoft 
Dictionary . 1 he dependent claims are allowable for at least the reasons gi\ en in 
connection with clasin 1. 

Claim It 

independent claim 1 1 recites numerous recitations that are not taught or suggested 
in Waldin in view of Microsoft Dict ionary . For example, claim 1 i recites (emphasis 
added): 
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a rendezvous service, responsive to receipt of a request for 
assistance generated hj a user of a W eb hnrwser elient 

operating on said requesting svstem. 

Nowhere docs W aidin teach or suggest a sen ice that is response to receipt of a 
request for assistance generated by a user ol a Web browser eheni. in fact. W aldin dues 
not teach or suggest the use of a browser a< claimed. 1 he < >Sfsec Action cites sev era! 
sections of Wakim (namelv. col. 4. lines 1 - 12. 17-24 and col. 8. lines 2X - 5"). None 
ot these sections disclose or surest a sen ice that is rcsponsiv c to receipt oi a request for 
assistance. 

Fit j. 1 of \\ aldm shows a usei computer 1 16 coupled to a server 124 and ^oiiuare 
pubiishei M 8. \S aldm Joes not teach or suggest that either the server 1 24 or the software 
publisher 1 18 receives a request fot assistance from a usu ot a w<J> browser Requests tor 
assistance are not mentioned in V\ aldm. Instead, M aldm teaches a piogram in the user's 
computer retrieves patch file* horn a server, " 1 he hinarv patch files 122 are stored on an 
update data source 124 {a servers \shich makes the patch Hies available to an updates 
program 126" (see col. 4. lines 35-38). 

\s another example, claim 1 1 recites the following: 

a iende/\ ous serv ice ... to initiate communication;* v ia she 
Internet between said user and support personnel at '•'aid support 
representative svstem. >aid tequesting svstem and said support 
representative sv stem each having firewall protection. 

Again. V* aldm docs not discuss communications with "support personnel" 
Further Waidin does inn even discuss firewall protection Nowhere does \\ aldm teach or 
suggest a lende/v ous serv iee thai inmates communication net ween a usei and support 
personnel wnh the tequesting svstem and the support representative svstem each having 
firewall protection . 
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For at least these reasons, claim 1 3 is allowable over Waldin in view of Microsoft 
Dictionary. The dependent claims are allowable for at least the reasons given in 
connection with ciaim 11. 

Claims -2 and 12 

Claims 2 and 12 utik a support iq>Kseniatne lucatof loi locating said support 
teptescntame that is a uses who responds to said request toi usotsianci. VowhcK docs 
\\ aldm tenth or e\eo suggest that a human u e . support icpte-eutatne) responds to a 
tequest (ot assistance I he 1 \ammei eiti_s WaldmaS column 4, htti_s nS » Hits section 
ol V\ akim teaches an updates ptogutm. not a &uppott lepiesentaUve A program is not a 
person. 

the i xammei takes* otiiuai notice that it is mheient that humans \uite ptoyanis 
Humans do wnte piogiam^, but this iairt has nothing \\hatso»,vei to do with inteipreting a 
program to be a person. 

\ccoidmg to MPl P < 2111 01 , the uotds ot a chum mu-a. be gi\ en then 'plain 
meaning " Xpplttam^ tutthci ads turn ledge that churns nuw he an en tlii.it broadest 
intei pi elation dun rig patent examination Ilov\e\er this sntetptetation must be a 
reasonable interpretation consistent >\ Hh the specification* (see MPl P 23 3 1 
emph.ai.Ls added) it is ni>t icasonable to intupiei a piOjaani a.s being a pet son 

Chum Rejections: 35 VSC § 103 

( Linns 1 S and II 3 ate l elected undci S( < HH{a) as bciiig 
unpatentable o\et I SP\ 5, 802.^18 {Katae\1 hi mcw ol MjuosoH Pteso in Computet 
Dictiouan (Miuo&oti Diction in ) \pphumt icspeethilh tia\ewcs 

1 he claims icute one ot nunc elements that ate not taught or suggested ju kataev 
in * lew of Miaosoit DiUionai > Some e samples are pioA ided belov\ 

Claim 1 

Independent claim 3 recites numemiss tecitations that are not taught or suggested 
in karae\ in view of Microsoft Dktionan . \s one example, claim I reutes 
communications between the user and the support representathe "in presence of iiiew ail 
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protection in said requesting svstem and in said support representative s\&tem." Karacv 
does not even mention lirewalls. 

1 he kxamniet argues that in view of Microsoft Dietionan dise loses fireballs and 
therefore would he usable in fvaraev. Applicants sraverse. 1 lie Lxamiuer has meielv 
found a leic-renec that mentions firewalls fhere is no suggestion \\luttsoe\er in karae\ or 
Miemsolt Dictionary that firewalls can be placed in the embodiments in Kamev as 
recited in the claims. 

I or at least these reasons, claim I is allowable o\er Karacv in v tew of Microsoft 
Dictionary . The Jepeudeut claims ate allowable lor at least the reasons given in 
connection with claim 1 . 

As another example, claim 1 recites {emphasis added}' 

a requesting sy >tem coupled to the Internet from which a user requests 
assistance iruin a support representative wherein said user utilizes a Web 
browser client to request sakl assistance. 

I he t Mlice Action cites. Karacv a! col 5. lines 4"-5~' ior teaching these teciutiicms 
This section is reproduced below Jor com euienee: 

According to the representative embodiment of the pie^ent 
invention, each uset has a user computer, such as. for example, a 
personal computer with an Intel Pentium processor and a fast 
modem that the user can use to connect to the internet. 1 he user 
computer has one or more local storage devices. In the 
representative embodiment, the user computer executes Netscape's 
Vn i gator 2 1 browser program. However, other browser 
programs, such the Mosaic browser or Microsoft's internet 
L\ploivr 2.0 browser could also be used. As used herein, the 
brow sci programs executed by the usce computer will be termed 
" Internet browsers. 
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Nowhete for example. does this, section of Karaev leach or suggest that a user 
requests assistance from a .su pport representative In Jact. nowhere does karaev even 
discus browsers or users utilizing browser to request assistance from .support 
representatives. 

i H or at least these seasons, claim 1 is allowable over karaev m \ iev\ of Microsott 
Dictionary . 1 he dependent claims are allowable for at least the teasoru gn en in 
connection with claim 1 . 

\s \ef another example, claim 1 recites (emphasis added): 

a suppott representative svsicm coupled to the Internet Hunt 
\\ hieh a support tepie^enlath e responds to the requesting user to 
provide assistance. 

The Office Action cites Karaev at col 4, lines 6 - 14 for teaching these 
recitations. I his section is rep! oduced below for convenience: 

in the representative embodiment, the repository server can 
provide the user with a hst oj new documents that have been 
recently teeeived by the rcpositoty server and which that user is 
authorized to access. I he usei may al.M> request a list ol document-* 
that fit certain user-specified seatxh critetia. \ hst of the 
documents that match that search criteria and which the user is 
authorized to access js pro's ided to the uset computer. The uses can 
then select, acquest and view documents from these lists. 

Nowhere, for evumpie. docs this section of Karaev teach or suggest that the 
support icprcsentative responds to the requesting user to provide assistance, i his section 
merely states that a server (not a support teptesentatrve) responds to a user. 

1-orat least these r talons, claim 1 is allowable over karaev in xt^w of Microsoft 
Dictionary ) he dependent claims are allow able tor at [east the reasons gs\en in 
connection with claim 1. 



13 



Application No. 09/678,573 

Appeal Brief 



Claim M 

independent ciuim I I recites numerous recitations that are not taught or suggested 
in Karaev in view of Microsoft Dictionary. For example, claim il recites the following: 

a rendezvous service ... to initiate communications via the 
Internet between said user and support personnel at said support 
representative system, said requesting system and said support 
representative system, each having firewall protection. 

Again. Karaev does not discuss communications with "support personnel." 
further. Karaev docs not even discuss firewall protection . Nowhere does Karaev leach or 
suggest a rendezvous service that initiates communication between a user and support 
personnel with the requesting system and the support representative system each having 
firewai I protection . 

The Examiner argues that in. view of Microsoft Dictionary discloses firewalls and 
therefore would be usable in Karaev. Applicants traverse. The Examiner has merely 
found a rel.eren.ee that mentions firewalls. There is no suggestion whatsoever in Karaev or 
Microsoft Dictionary that firewalls can be placed in the embodiments in Karaev as 
recited in the claims. 

For at least these reasons, claim 1 1 is allowable over Karaev in view of Microsoft 
Dictionary. The dependent claims are allowable for at least the reasons given in 
connection with claim 1 1 , 
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CONCLUSION 

in view of the above. Applicants respectfully request the Board of Appeal? to 
reverse the Examiner's rejection of all pending claims. 

Am inquiry regarding this Amendment and Response should be directed to Philip 
S. Lyren at Telephone No. 832-236-5529. In addition, all correspondence should 
continue to be directed to the following address: 



H ew iett-Packard Co mpany 

intellectual Property Administration 
P.O. Box 272400 

Fort Collins. Colorado 80527-2400 



Respectfully submitted, 

/Philip S. Lyren #40,709/ 

Philip S. Lyren 
Reg. No. 40,709 
Ph: 832-236-5529 
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V III. Claims Appendix 

i. {prexioibh presented) \ svstem for sceureh exchanging information between sv sterns 
comprising: 

a requesting svstem coupled to the Internet fiom winch u user sequels 
assistance from a support representative wherein said user utilizes a Web 
browses client to request said assistance; 

a support representative system coupled to the Internet from which a support 
teprcseutaUve responds to the tequestiug user to provide assisSauce: and 

a collaboration &enet svstem coupled to the Internet and accessible to both 
said requesting sv stein and said support representativ e sv stem for reeei\ ing a 
request irom the user lor assistance and lor processing said tequest lor assistance wherein 
said collaboration server system includes: 

a render olis sen ice. icsponsive to jeeeipt u{ said request for assistance 
from the user, to initiate communications between the user and the support 
representative o\cr the Internet between said requesting svstem and said support 
representative svstem in presence of firewall protection in said requesting svstem 
and m said support represent at i\e svstem: and 

an interaction sen ice lot managing continued interaction between said 
support representative ^vsteirt and said leque^ung svstem in presence of iirewaii 
protection in >-aid requesting s> stern and in said support teptesentatne svstem. 

2 {pteviouslv presented* I he svstem o! claim \ wherein said rendezvous set vice 
includes: 

a support representative locator for locating said support 
representative thai is a user who responds to said request lor assistance. 

{previous!}, presented) I he svstem of claim 2 wherein said support representativ e 
locator includes: 

rendezvous rules: and 

a rules evaiuator for selecting ^aid support representative in 
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accordance with said rendezvous rules. 

4 tonyinal) 1 he i>Wem of claim 1 uheiein said lequestmg ^Wem includes' 

a support pm\\ ioi leeening Jrom <<ik\ mseiaciion ^ciiia' a icsponse to said 
request for assistance, 

^ (original) lhc system ot claim 4 wherein said response ss generated b\ said support 
represuitath i. s\siero and transmitted to <iid uueiaaion senae 

0 (original ) 1 he s\siem of claim 5 wherein »aid response includes. 

an opaaiional module to be loaded and executed on said Requesting s\stun. 

{original) 1 he >\stcm oi claim 6 ufxresn said support pww loads and executes said 
operation al raodu! e . 

8. (original ) 1 he system of claim 6 wherein .said operational module includes: 
a digital signature tot \erif> ing the origin of said operational module. 

9 (Oiiginah llu s\stem oi Uaim 8 wheiem said support pio\\ \enfses tlie mteynU oi 
said opeiation module using said digital MgnaUae 

10 (ofiguul) i he s\stem oi daim 9 w-heiun said digital Mgnatiue uses a kt*\ ot at k\M 
128 bits. 

1 1. (pre\iotish presented) A collaboration sener s\stem for secure! \ exchanging 
information between a requesting system and a support representuti\e s\stem, said 
collaboration sener swlem comprising: 

a tende/wns service. responsi\e to receipt of a request for assistance generated 
h\ <x user of a Web browser client operating (in ,>aid requesting s\ stem, to initiate 
communications \ia the Internet between said user and support personnel at said support 
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representative system, said requesting system and said support representative system each 
having firewall protection: and 

an interaction service i'or managing continued communication between said 
support personnel and said user in presence of firewall protection at said requesting 
system and Hrewail protection at said support representative system. 

12. (previously presented) The system of claim 1 1 wherein said rendezvous service 
includes; 

a support representative locator for locating a support 
representative that is a user who responds to said request for assistance, 

13. (previously presented) The system of claim 12 wherein said support representative 
locator includes: 

rendezvous rules; and 

a rules evaluamr fin selecting said support representative in 
accordance w ith said 5ende/\ou^ sules. 

14. (.original) The system oi clasm 1 1 wherein said collaboration .server system includes. 

a support proxy operable in said tequestinu system for receiving from said 
interaesion service a i espouse to .said request ibi assistance. 

15. (original) The system of claim 14 wherein said response is generated by said support 
representative system and transmitted to .said interaction service 

lb. (original) I lie system of claim 15 wheieiu said i espouse includes: 

an opetational module to be loaded and executed on said requesting system. 

1 v . (original ) 1 he sy stem of claim 1 b vvhetein said support proxy loads and executes said 
operational module within said requesting >ystcni. 

18. ( original) 1 he system ol claim lo wherein said operational module includes. 
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a digital signature for verifying the origin of said operational module. 

19. (original) The system of claim 18 wherein said support proxy verifies the integrity of 
said operation module using said digital signature. 

20. (original) The system of claim 19 wherein said digital signature uses a key of at least 
128 bits. 

21. - 30. (canceled) 
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IX. EVIDENCE APPENDIX 
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X. RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 
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